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TO SHIFT OR NOT TO SHIFT? DETERMINANTS AND
CONSEQUENCES OF PHASE SHIFTING ON JUSTICE
JUDGMENTS
GUILLAUME SOENEN
TESSA MELKONIAN
Emlyon Business School
MAUREEN L. AMBROSE
University of Central Florida
Building on fairness heuristic theory and dual-process theories of cognition, we examine
individuals’ perceptions of phase shifting. We define phase shifting as an individual
perception that triggers a shift from type 1 to type 2 cognitive processes resulting in the
reevaluation of justice judgments. In a longitudinal study of a merger, we empirically
test the influence of phase-shifting perceptions on justice judgments, and we identify
antecedents of phase-shifting perceptions. We find employees’ perceptions of the change
as a phase-shifting event moderates the relationship between overall justice judgments
prior to change (time 1), and subsequent assessments of justice six months later (time 2).
We study three situational antecedents (i.e., magnitude of change, managerial exemplarity,
and coworker support for change) and one individual antecedent (i.e., dispositional
resistance to change) of phase-shifting perceptions. The four hypothesized antecedents
together predict 74% of employees’ perceptions of the merger as a phase-shifting event.
Implications for research and practice regarding organizational justice and organizational
change are discussed.
Justice judgments impact a broad range of work-
related and health outcomes (for a review, see
Colquitt et al., 2013; Elovainio, Kivima¨ki, & Vahtera,
2002). Understanding how such judgments are
formed, and may evolve over time, is therefore an
important endeavor for research and practice alike
(Hausknecht, Sturman, & Roberson, 2011; Holtz &
Harold, 2009). A dominant perspective for under-
standing how justice judgments are formed and
evolve in organizations is fairness heuristic theory
(FHT) (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005;
Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, Lind, & Wilke, 2001), and
a large number of studies have supported it (Colquitt,
Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Hausknecht et al., 2011; Jones
& Martens, 2009; Jones & Skarlicki, 2005; Jones
& Skarlicki, 2013). However, a central aspect of
FHT—the effect of phase-shifting events (i.e., events
that trigger individuals to reevaluate and revise their
justice judgments) —has received limited attention,
and empirical work on phase shifting has only
studied it indirectly (see Fortin, 2008; Jones &
Skarlicki, 2013). In this manuscript, we directly
assess individuals’ perceptions of phase shifting,
the consequences of these perceptions, and their
antecedents. Following FHT, we focus on phase
shifting as the cognitive mechanism that leads to
changes in individuals’ justice judgments. Addi-
tionally, we integrate research on FHT and dual
process models of cognition to identify anteced-
ents of employees’ phase-shifting perceptions.
Specifically, we examine phase-shifting conse-
quences and antecedents in a change context. We
argue that phase shifting may or may not occur in
the face of organizational change, and whether it
does is predictable from a number of situational
and individual variables.
Our paper has two distinct, but related foci: we
examine both the consequences of phase-shifting
perceptions and the antecedents of phase-shifting
perceptions. The first focus of our paper is the ex-
amination of predictions from FHT about phase-
shifting perceptions. Specifically, we examine the
proposition from FHT that an organizational change
(e.g., a merger) triggers phase-shifting perceptions,
which, as predicted by the theory, influence justice
judgments. That is, phase-shifting perceptions
moderate the relationship between existing and
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subsequent overall justice judgments. Empirical
examination of this fundamental aspect of FHT is
needed for a fuller understanding of how justice
judgments evolve over time.
In the second part of the paper, we propose that
phase shifting can be predicted by a number of situ-
ational and individual variables. We draw on dual-
process models of cognition (Evans, 2006; Strack
& Deutsch, 2004) to identify antecedents of em-
ployees’ phase-shifting perceptions. Dual-process
models of cognition argue that two distinct cognitive
information processes are at play for human beings:
one intuitive (occurs automatically, almost pre-
consciously and based on associations), and one an-
alytic (occurs only optionally, when motivation and
cognitive resources are available, and based on ex-
perience). FHT can be conceptualized as a specific
case of dual-process theory (Cropanzano & Rupp,
2003; Skarlicki &Rupp, 2010). Notably, dual-process
theories suggest that both situational and disposi-
tional antecedents influence the likelihood of the
shift from the intuitive to the analytic process
(Stanovich, 2009, 2011; Strack & Deutsch, 2004;
Thompson, Turner, & Pennycook, 2011). We utilize
this theorizing to identifyantecedentsofphaseshifting.
Specifically, in the context of a merger, we examine
how three change-related situational characteristics
(i.e., magnitude of change, managerial exemplarity,
and coworker support for change) and one individual
characteristic (i.e., dispositional resistance to change
[DRTC]) influence whether employees will perceive
the change as a phase-shifting event.
This study contributes both theoretically and em-
pirically to the justice literature. Theoretically, this
study expands our understanding of organizational
justice by extending FHT in three ways. First, we
establish the perceptual nature of phase shifting.
Extant research on FHT conceptualizes phase shift-
ing as an attribute of the event; the event either elicits
a phase shift, or it does not (see theoretical work by
Jones & Skarlicki, 2013 for an exception to this ap-
proach). However, we suggest that individuals may
vary in their perceptions of an event as phase shift-
ing.We show that phase-shift perceptions vary at the
individual level, and it is theperception of an event as
phase shifting that influences subsequent justice
judgments.We demonstrate that to understand phase
shifting, researchers must understand employees’
perceptions of the event.
Second, extant research has provided only gen-
eral guidance concerning antecedents of phase
shifting (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002).
Building on dual-process theories,we identify factors
that are likely to be associated with phase shifting.
Specifically, we test individual and situational
change-related antecedents of phase-shifting
perceptions.
Third, we explicitly conceptualize FHT as a dual-
process theory focused on justice judgments.
Recognizing the relationship between FHT and
dual-process theories expands the paths justice re-
searchers might explore in their quest to understand
justice judgments and their influence on decisions.
We utilize dual-process theories as a guide for iden-
tifying antecedents of phase-shifting perceptions.
However, explicating the relationship between FHT
and dual-process theories also provides other ave-
nues for investigating how and when individuals
utilize justice judgments.
Empirically, we provide the first explicit test of
a core assumption of FHT (Lind, 2001) regarding the
influence of phase shifting on experienced overall
justice and anticipatory justice (i.e., how fairly em-
ployees expect to be treated during the change). We
examine whether phase shifting influences the
dynamics of justice longitudinally. Specifically,
consistent with FHT, we demonstrate that when
individuals perceive an event as a phase shift, they
reevaluate their overall justice judgments, and their
previous overall justice judgment is no longer related
to their beliefs about how fairly they will be treated
in the future.
Our results also contribute to research on change
management and, in particular, mergers and acqui-
sitions (M&As) post-integration management, by
detailing the conditions that lead employees to per-
ceive change as a phase-shifting event. Considering
phase shifting leads to a finer-grained understanding
of changes in employees’ justice perceptions and
anticipations and allows researchers to propose
more nuanced recommendations about communi-
cation in change programs. Our theoretical model is
displayed in Figure 1.
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
Fairness Heuristic Theory
According to FHT (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos et al.,
2001), individuals face a fundamental social di-
lemma when interacting with authorities. Co-
operation with an authority can be associated with
positive outcomes, but cooperation can also lead to
exploitation. FHT suggests that individuals form,
and subsequently use, overall justice perceptions as
a heuristic to determine whether authorities can be
2017 799Soenen, Melkonian, and Ambrose
trusted and cooperation iswarranted. Central to FHT
is the assertion that the generation of justice judg-
ments is episodic, and these judgments are used
more frequently than they are revised (Lind, 2001;
Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). The heuristic value of
overall fairness judgments is lost if individuals must
revise and update fairness evaluations constantly.
Thus, Lind (2001) suggested that overall fairness
judgments form relatively quickly, and these judg-
ments are maintained unless events indicate a judg-
ment must be updated.
Lind (2001) distinguished two phases during the
fairness evaluation process: judgment and use. Dur-
ing the judgment phase—which is typically at the
beginning of a new relationship—individuals use
available information regarding procedures, distri-
butions, and interactionswith authorities to generate
a new overall justice judgment. In the use phase, an
existing overall justice judgment is used as a heuristic
that shapes cognitions and determines appropriate
behaviors; incoming information is assimilated to
conform to these initial justice judgments and the
existing general justice judgment is used to generate
facet-specific (procedural, distributive, interpersonal,
informational) justice judgments.
According to FHT, certain events may lead in-
dividuals to reenter the judgment phase. In these
situations, employees reconsider their previous
general justice judgments and generate new ones,
incorporating available justice-related informa-
tion (Lind, 2001). This judgment phase produces
a new overall justice judgment (Lind, 2001). Lind
(2001) labeled events that lead employees to re-
consider relationships with their organizations, and
thus influence justice judgments, as phase-shifting
events. Radical organizational changes, such as
M&As, are examples of phase-shifting events (Lind,
2001).
Lind’s distinction between the use phase and the
judgment phase matches the distinction between
FIGURE 1
Antecedents of Phase-Shifting Perceptions and Consequences on Justice Judgments
Antecedents
Consequences
Overall
Justice T1
Overall
Justice T2
Anticipatory
Justice
Facets T2
Phase-Shifting
Perceptions
Individual
Antecedents
Situational
Antecedents
Managerial Exemplarity
Magnitude of Change
Coworkers Support
Dispositional Resistance
to Change
800 AprilAcademy of Management Journal
two types of processing posited by dual-process
theories of cognition—type 1 (intuitive) and type
2 (analytic)1 (Evans, 2006; Evans & Stanovich,
2013). More specifically, Lind’s conceptualization
is aligned with default-interventionist dual-process
theories that suggest most thoughts and actions
occur intuitively (type 1, or, in FHT terms, use
phase)—i.e., in an effortless and spontaneous way
thanks to the use of shortcuts or heuristics (for
a general review, see Kahneman, 2003; Strack &
Deutsch, 2004), unless good reasons challenge the
ongoing heuristic and constrain the individual to go
back to more analytical cognitive processes (type 2,
or, in FHT terms, judgment phase) (Evans, 2006;
Kahneman, 2003). Consistent with prior research
(Cropanzano & Rupp, 2003), we conceptualize FHT
as a specific type of dual-process theory focusing on
justice judgments.
Phase Shifting
Themoderating role of phase-shifting perceptions.
Although Lind (2001) introduced overall fairness as
a construct more than a decade ago, and other re-
searchers raised the issue even earlier (Leventhal,
1980; Lind & Tyler, 1988), direct empirical research
has appeared only recently, and remains limited
(see Ambrose, Wo, & Griffin, 2015, for a review).
Overall justice perceptions reflect global evalua-
tions of the fairness of an entity or an event and are
the results of both personal experience and knowl-
edge of the experiences of others (Ambrose &
Schminke, 2009; Holtz & Harold, 2009). Empirical
research has demonstrated that overall justice
and justice facets are distinct constructs (Ambrose
& Schminke, 2009; Jones & Martens, 2009; Kim &
Leung, 2007; Nicklin, McNall, Cerasoli, Strahan,
& Cavanaugh, 2014). Our first hypothesis ad-
dresses the relationship between perceptions of
phase shifting and employees’ perceptions of
overall justice.
We begin by considering the relationship be-
tween overall justice and subsequent judgments
when employees remain in the use phase in a con-
text of change (i.e., they do not perceive the change
as a phase-shifting event). In the use phase, once
the overall justice judgment has been generated,
selective attention and cognitive resistance to
challenge an ongoing heuristic (Evans, 2006; Strack
& Deutsch, 2004) lead employees to interpret new
information as consistent with previous judg-
ments (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, Vermunt, &
Wilke, 1997). Thus, when employees do not per-
ceive change as phase shifting, overall justice
judgments at the beginning of the change (time 1)
relate strongly with subsequent (time 2) overall
justice judgments.
The situation is different if employees perceive
the change as phase shifting. In this case, em-
ployees must update their previous justice judg-
ments. Lind (2001) suggested that this process
occurs relatively quickly; a new overall justice
judgment replaces a previous general evaluation.
Lind was not explicit concerning the relationship
between the former and latter overall justice judg-
ments; however, it is likely—even in a phase-shift
context—that some attributes on which the origi-
nal judgment was based remain the same, while
others change. Thus, when change is perceived as
a phase-shifting event, time 1 overall justice judg-
ments relate to time 2 overall justice judgments,
but this relationship is weaker than when in-
dividuals do not perceive a phase shift. Therefore,
we posit the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1. The relationship between time 1
and time2overall justice ismoderatedbyphase-
shifting perceptions, such that the relationship
is weaker when employees perceive change as
a phase-shifting event.
Phase-shifting perceptions and anticipatory
justice. Shapiro andKirkman (1999, 2001) introduced
the construct of anticipatory justice, suggesting that
when individuals face uncertainty—specifically,
organizational change—they form expectations re-
garding whether they will be treated fairly during
the change; they anticipate fairness or unfairness.
Anticipatory justice is particularly relevant in an
M&A setting. Like experienced justice (i.e., perceptions
of fairnessbasedonexperience), anticipatory justicehas
been conceptualized along four dimensions. Anticipa-
tory distributive justice refers to anticipated fairness of
decision outcomes. Anticipatory procedural justice re-
fers to anticipated fairness of the process by which de-
cisions are made. Anticipatory interpersonal justice
refers to anticipations regarding concern and respect
a supervisor displays when communicating decisions
to employees. Anticipatory informational justice refers
to anticipated accuracy and honesty of information
a supervisor provides when implementing procedures.
1 Many terms have been proposed to describe these two
types of processes, and the terms often differ across vari-
ants of dual-process theories. In this paper, we use Evans
and Stanovich’s (2013) terminology—i.e., type 1 processes
(intuitive) and type 2 processes (analytic).
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According to FHT, established overall justice
judgments influence justice facet judgments. Spe-
cifically, Lind (2001) suggested that in the use phase,
individuals will rely on their general fairness judg-
ments to guide justice facet judgments. However, in
the judgment phase, specific justice experienceswill
provide the foundation for facet judgments. Thus,
when radical organizational change leads employees
to reconsider their relationship with the organiza-
tion, this should also influence justice facet judg-
ments (Lind, 2001; Tost & Lind, 2010). Specifically,
we expect phase-shifting perceptions to moderate
the relationship between initial overall justice judg-
ments and later anticipatory justice facet judgments.
When change is not perceived as a phase-shifting
event, time 1 overall justice judgments should pre-
dict time 2 anticipatory justice facets. However,
when the change is perceived as a phase-shifting
event, anticipatory justice should be based on spe-
cific change-related justice experiences, rather than
the initial overall justice judgment. Therefore, we
suggest:
Hypothesis 2. The relationship between time 1
overall justice judgments and time 2 anticipa-
tory justice facets judgments is moderated by
phase-shifting perceptions, such that time 1
overall justice is related to time 2 anticipatory
justice facets when employees do not perceive
change as a phase-shifting event, but not when
the change is perceived as phase shifting.
Antecedents of Phase-Shifting Perceptions
The second focus of our paper is the antecedents
of phase-shifting perceptions. There is a dearth of
empirical research on the determinants that lead
employees to shift from the use phase to the
judgment phase (Jones & Skarlicki, 2013). To ex-
tend FHT (Lind, 2001), we build on dual-process
theories (Evans, 2006; Strack & Deutsch, 2004) to
derive hypotheses regarding antecedents of phase
shifting.
The core proposition in FHT is that fairness judg-
ments serve as a heuristic that individuals use to
process information from the environment andmake
decisions (Lind, 2001). In the years since the in-
troduction of FHT (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos et al.,
2001), advances have been made in our under-
standing of cognitive processes (Evans, 2006; Strack
& Deutsch, 2004). These advances provide some in-
sights about factors that may influence individuals’
perceptions of events as phase shifting. Utilizing the
dual-process theory approach provides a framework
for examining factors that motivate the reshaping
of heuristics (i.e., phase shifting, in Lind’s terms).
According to dual-process theories, good reasons
to abandon heuristics may be rooted in the event,
the situation, or individual cognitive characteristics
(Strack & Deutsch, 2004). We utilize these categories
of antecedents from the dual-process literature
(Evans, 2006; Kahneman, 2003; Strack & Deutsch,
2004) to identify change-related characteristics
that influence phase shifting.
Event-based antecedents. Dual-process theories
posit that the analytic process requires central-
working-memory resources (Evans, 1984); hence,
individuals shift from automatic to analytic pro-
cesses only when stakes are sufficiently high to
motivate cognitive effort (Fazio, 1987; Kahneman,
Slovic, & Tversky, 1982). Strack and Deutsch
(2004) agreed, arguing that stimulus intensity
plays a major role in activation of the analytic
process. In the context of organizational trans-
formation, the intensity of the stimulus is pro-
portional to the magnitude of the change in
employees’ situation (Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold,
2006), such as an increase in work demands and
potential role conflicts (Spector, 2002), loss of
control regarding the future, and fear of failure
(Coch & French, 1948), as well as additional sense-
making activities (see Maitlis & Sonenshein, 2010,
for a review). Therefore, the greater the magnitude
of the transformations generated by the change, the
greater the intensity of the situation for employees.
Thus, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 3. The greater the perceived magni-
tude of change, the more likely the change is
perceived as a phase-shifting event.
Situational antecedents. According to dual-
process theories, there are also factors rooted in the
environment that influence the attention individuals
dedicate to the situation. Attention dedicated to the
stimulus is another determinant of analytic process
activation (Strack & Deutsch, 2004). The less atten-
tion individuals dedicate to assessing a stimulus,
the less they engage in an analytic process. We iden-
tify two factors that reduce attention dedicated to
a change event and that should therefore reduce the
likelihood of it being perceived as a phase-shifting
event: exemplarity of top management behaviors in
relation to the change, and coworkers’ support of that
change.
Building on Bandura’s (1986) argument that
environment largely determines attitudes and
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behaviors, several studies have emphasized the role
of managers’ change behaviors in employees’ sub-
sequent change behaviors (Labianca, Gray, & Brass,
2000; Melkonian, Monin, & Noorderhaven, 2011).
In uncertain environments characterized by lack of
information, employees scrutinize the behaviors of
authorities (Armeneikis et al., 1995) and gauge the
degree to which their proximal managers’ change
behaviors are consistent with change behaviors
they are expected to display (i.e., managerial ex-
emplarity). Recent research has demonstrated that
employees’ perceptions of managerial exemplarity
are associated with employees’ cooperation with
the change (Melkonian et al., 2011).We suggest that
when managers display change behaviors em-
ployees are expected to adopt, employees perceive
the change requirements as more consistent, and
thus dedicate less attention to the change. However,
if employees perceive the behaviors of managers as
inconsistent with behaviors required of employees,
it creates a discrepancy that motivates them to
dedicate more attention to the change. Increased
scrutiny ushers employees back to the judgment
phase by stimulating the analytic process. Thus, we
suggest:
Hypothesis 4. The higher the perceptions of
managerial exemplarity, the less likely employees
are to perceive change as a phase-shifting event.
The role of social support in predicting in-
dividuals’ reaction to organizational change is
well-established (Oreg, 2006). In periods of change,
employees strive to make sense of their environ-
ment. The social environment “provides cues
which individuals use to construct and interpret
events. It also provides information about what
a person’s attitudes and opinions should be”
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978: 226). Coworkers play
a critical role in the process of interpreting the en-
vironment by providing information and support-
ing some activities while discouraging others. A
meta-analysis by Chiaburu and Harrison (2008)
demonstrated that coworkers’ support influences
individuals’ work attitudes and perceptions, even
when controlling for leaders’ influence. When
there is a lack of social support for the change in an
employee’s proximal environment, it suggests that
the change warrants attention, which may lead to
a shift to the analytic processing (or judgment
phase, in FHT terms). Like the absence of manage-
rial exemplarity, lack of social support for change
signals that something is wrong or inconsistent,
and that more attention should be dedicated to
assessment of the change. This additional attention
stimulates the analytic process associated with
phase shifting. Therefore:
Hypothesis 5. The higher employees’ percep-
tions of social support for change, the less likely
they are to perceive change as a phase-shifting
event.
Individual antecedents. Dual-process theories
also identify individual characteristics that influ-
ence the shift from heuristic to analytic processing.
Some people might process an event through heu-
ristic methods, but the same event might trigger
analytic cognitive processes among others (i.e., may
lead them to a phase shift). Evans (2006) identified
cognitive resistance—that is, a dispositional lack of
flexibility or willingness to consider alternatives—
as a factor that explains maintenance of ongoing
heuristics (type 1 intuitive cognitive processes, or in
FHT terms, use phase). Individuals with low cog-
nitive rigidity revisit justice heuristics more easily.
That is, they aremore prone to phase shifting. In the
context of organizational change, cognitive rigidity
is reflected in Oreg’s (2003) concept of DRTC.
Studies (Oreg, 2003; Oreg et al., 2008) examining
DRTC have demonstrated that it predicts in-
dividuals’ reactions to change in a variety of con-
texts under both voluntary and imposed conditions.
Individuals with a high dispositional resistance to
change tend to be attached to the status quo and
unwilling to consider alternative ideas and per-
spectives. They are also less likely to revise their
cognitive schemata, which include fairness heu-
ristics. Therefore, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 6. The higher employees’ disposi-
tional resistance to change, the less likely they
are to perceive change as a phase-shifting event.
METHOD
Data Collection
This study was conducted in two companies, one
in France and one in Spain, undergoing a merger.
Time 1 data were collected just after the initial an-
nouncement of the merger, and time 2 data were
collected six months later, while the merger was
being implemented. The merger was scheduled to
be completed in 12 months. A large international
manufacturer of consumer goods acquired both
companies five years prior to the study to better
controldistributionof products inEurope.Operating
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as exclusive dealers, both subsidiaries remained
autonomous for five years, each with their own in-
dependent executive committee, a large proportion
of unique products adapted to local markets’ needs,
and independent sales and marketing operations.
The controlling firm acted as a financial holding
company. To reduce operating costs and develop
an integrated distribution strategy throughout
Europe, the company merged the French and
Spanish divisions. A joint executive committee
was created, and a plan was developed to integrate
the two entities. In addition to joining the two
companies’ operations, the plan included an
overhaul of the businessmodel. Instead of focusing
solely on the primary company’s products, the new
entity would distribute non-direct-competing prod-
ucts and act as a standalone wholesaler. This was
how both companies operated prior to the initial
acquisition.
Employees were notified about participation in
the study through direct communication from
managers and union representatives. The first
survey was conducted a few days after the an-
nouncement of the merger. Since changes would
occur over the comingmonths, the survey focused
on the announcement phase. Participants were
asked about their views of the overall fairness of
the organization and past organizational fair-
ness. They were also asked about their views of
change in general (i.e., dispositional resistance to
change and experiences with change). General
biographic data (i.e., age, gender, organizational
tenure) were also collected. A second survey was
conducted six months later. Although the merger
was taking place at that point, it was a work in
progress, and ongoing changes were anticipated
for another six months. Some of the most impor-
tant structural changes had yet to be imple-
mented. Participants were asked about their
expectations regarding specific facets of fairness
for change outcomes and processes. They were
also asked about their perceptions of the magni-
tude of the change, whether colleagues supported
the change, and about top manager exemplarity
with regard to the change. For both surveys, par-
ticipants were provided with return mailing en-
velopes, to ensure that all surveys would be
returned directly to the researchers and not to the
company. The covering letter accompanying the
surveys indicated that the study was being
conducted for academic purposes and that only
general statistics would be communicated to
managers and unions to ensure anonymity. The
data used in this article were collected as part of
a broader data collection effort. Time 1 data were
used to explore the moderating role of informa-
tional distance on the relative determinants of
cooperation (see Melkonian, Soenen, & Ambrose,
2015). The only variable overlapping the two
studies is time 1 overall justice, which is used here
as an independent variable, while it is used as
a control variable in the other study.
Sample
A total of 234 participants completed the pre-
merger survey, providing a response rate of 34%. In
the Spanish company, the response rate was 37%;
in the French, 30.5%. Six months later, we mailed
the second survey to all employees, regardless of
whether they had participated in the first survey.
A total of 228 participants completed the imple-
mentation survey, giving a response rate of 34%.The
response rate dropped to 30% in the Spanish com-
pany, and for the French company it rose to 45%. Of
the 234 employeeswho answered the first survey, 18
were no longer employed by the company at the time
of the second survey. A total of 115 employees
responded to both surveys, equating to 53.2% of
time 1 respondents. Participants worked in all de-
partments of both companies, including sales, IT,
marketing, and supply chain. On average, partici-
pants were 40.6 years old (SD 5 8.4 years), with av-
erage tenure of 11.5 years (SD5 8.9 years). A total of
18% were women, and 46% were French and 54%
Spanish.
Measures
For all measures, items were translated from
original English scales into French and Spanish,
and then back-translated into English to control
translation quality. Two independent translators
fluent in English andFrench or English andSpanish
assessed discrepancies. The measures can be found
in Appendix A.
Perceived phase shifting. Given our objective to
test phase shifting as per FHTconceptualization,we
operationalized the concept using the two compo-
nents originally proposed by Lind (2001). Thus, to
assess perceived phase shifting, we created two
questions, one for each determinant of phase shift-
ing as defined by Lind (2001: 78). The first aspect
(i.e., signs that the relationship with the organiza-
tion is changing) was measured with “This change
makes me reconsider my relationship with the
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organization.” The second aspect (i.e., fairness of
relevant information that falls outside expectations)
was measured with: “The fairness of activities re-
lated to the change is very different fromwhat I have
come to expect from this company.” Participants
rated their agreement with these statements using
a seven-point scale, with anchors strongly disagree
(1), neither agree nor disagree (4), and strongly
agree (7). Perceived phase shifting was measured
at time 2.
Conceptually, Lind’s (2001) description of phase-
shifting perceptions reflects a dichotomy, as the
perceived event either does or does not cause the
perceiver to shift from the use phase to the judg-
ment phase. This conceptualization is consistent
with dual-process theories. Dual-process theories
(Evans, 2008, 2010; Stanovich, 1999, 2011) con-
ceive of the two types of processing as beingdiscrete
and not as forming a continuum. Thus, we di-
chotomized the perceived phase-shifting variable.2
We grouped respondents into the phase-shift andno
phase-shift categories in the followingway: first, for
each of the two questions relating to perceptions
of phase shifting, answers 1 (strongly disagree)
through 4 (neither agree nor disagree) were catego-
rized as No Perceived Phase Shifting (0) and an-
swers 5 to 7 (strongly agree) were categorized as
Perceived Phase Shifting (1). We included 4 in the
“No Perceived Phase Shifting” category because
individuals experiencing a phase shift are con-
scious of it andwould not give a neutral answer.We
then created a binary phase-shifting variable from
the answers to the two questions. Because the two
questions reflect independent conditions for there
to be a perception of phase shift, it requires only one
of the two modalities (i.e., perceptions that the re-
lationship with the organization is changing or
perceptions of fairness of relevant information that
falls outside expectations) for someone to be expe-
riencing change as a phase-shifting event. Thus, if
respondents were categorized as perceiving a phase
shift on either of the two questions, they received
a 1 on the perceived phase-shifting measure. It they
were categorized as not perceiving a phase shift on
both questions, they were coded 0 on the phase-
shifting measure. This coding resulted in 58% of
respondents experiencing the merger as a phase-
shifting event, while 42% did not.3
Overall justice. We assessed overall justice
with the three-item short version of Ambrose and
Schminke’s (2009) perceived overall justice scale.
This scale uses the three personally focused scale
items. Ambrose and Schminke (2009) reported that
the shortened scale has acceptable reliability and
performs equally well compared to the six-item
scale. At both time 1 and time 2, participants rated
their degree of agreement using a seven-point scale
ranging from “to a very small extent” to “to a great
extent.” A sample item included “In general, I can
count on this organization to be fair.”
Anticipatory justice facets.We measured antici-
patory distributive, procedural, and interactional
justices at time 2with items adapted fromRodell and
Colquitt (2009) to match the context of the study.
Participants were provided with a five-point scale
ranging from “to a very small extent” to “to a great
extent” to assess the degree to which they agreed
with statements in each scale. We referenced justice
items to implementation of the change (i.e., the
merger and the new business model).
To assess anticipatory procedural justice, partici-
pants were told to refer to “the procedures you an-
ticipate will be used to implement this change.” To
assess anticipatory distributive justice, participants
were asked to “refer to the outcomes (e.g., pay, bo-
nuses, promotions, opportunities for training, etc.)
you anticipate receiving personally as consequences
of this change.” To assess anticipatory interpersonal
2 There is an empirical basis for dichotomizing the
phase-shifting measure as well. An examination of the re-
sponses reveals a bimodal distribution, which is the single
most important justification for dichotomizing (DeCoster,
Iselin, & Gallucci, 2009).
3 To assess the efficacy of a dichotomized measure of
phase shifting, we conducted a scenario-based experiment
in which we manipulated phase shifting and measured
perceived phase shifting with a yes–no version of the
phase-shifting measure used in this study. As in the field
study, we recoded the two dichotomized indicators of
phase shifting (change in relationship—yes–no and fair-
ness very different from what is expected—yes–no) into
a single dichotomized measure such that an affirmative
answer to either question was coded as a perceived phase
shift and a negative answer to both questions was coded as
no perceived phase shift. The dichotomized measure of
phase shifting significantly predicted cognitive processing
types. As is typically shown in dual-process experimental
studies (De Neys, 2006), individuals who perceived the
event described in the scenario as phase shifting took
longer to respond than did individuals who did not per-
ceive the event as phase shifting (t522.26, p, .05). This
experiment also replicated the change in overall justice
judgments that was found in the field study. Details about
the experiment can be obtained from the first author.
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justice, participants were asked to “refer to how you
anticipate your supervisor will treat you during this
change.” For informational justice, they were asked
to “refer to the communication about the change.”
Magnitude of change. We created the following
item to assess magnitude of change: “Compared to
how you were working before, this change is. . .?”
Participants used a four-point scale, with anchors
“not really a change (1),” “a minor change (2),” “an
important change (3),” and “a fundamental change
(4).” This was measured at time 2.
Managerial exemplarity. We used an item from
Melkonian et al. (2011) to assess employees’ per-
ception of exemplarity: “So far, my manager has
behaved in accordance to what is expected from the
rest of the employees, notably in terms of co-
operation behaviors.” Participants rated degree of
agreement on a seven-point scale ranging from “to
a very small extent” to “to a great extent,”measured
at time 2.
Social support. We measured social support at
time 2 with one item from Oreg (2006): “Do your
colleagues support the change?” Participants rated
their degree of agreement on a five-point scale of
“yes, clearly (1),” “overall, yes (2),” “yes, somewhat
(3),” “not really (4),” and “definitely not (5)” (re-
sponses were reverse coded in the analyses).
Dispositional resistance to change. DRTC was
measured at time 1 with Oreg’s (2003) 17-item scale.
A sample item included “I don’t change my mind
easily,” Participants rated their degree of agreement
on a six-point scale, anchored with “strongly dis-
agree” to “strongly agree.”
Control variables.To test Hypotheses 3 through 6
(antecedents of phase shifting), we controlled for
a number of variables. We controlled for tenure
(measured in years at time 1), as perceptions of phase
shifting might be affected by length of employee re-
lationships with an organization. Newly recruited
employees lack a strong historical reference to
compare the change to, which may make it difficult
for them to assess whether the current change is
a phase-shifting event. We also controlled for entity,
as the change was an international M&A, and un-
balanced power dynamics among merging entities
might have influenced perceptions of change (mea-
sured at time 1). Therewere two entities impacted by
the merger, one in France and one in Spain. We also
controlled for change favorableness since cognitive
appraisals of change are influenced by outcome
favorability (Fedor et al., 2006). Change favorable-
ness was measured at time 2 with the item: “On
a personal level, is this change a good thing for you?”
Respondents used the following scale: “yes, clearly
(1),” “overall, yes (2),” “yes, somewhat (3),” “not
really (4),” and “definitely not (5)” (responses were
reverse coded in the analyses). Additionally, we
controlled for past organizational fairness in terms of
change management, measured at time 1 (“In the
past, has this organization managed organizational
change in a fair manner?”). Respondents used the
following scale: “yes, clearly (1),” “overall, yes (2),”
“yes, somewhat (3),” “not really (4),” and “definitely
not (5)” (responses were reverse coded in the ana-
lyses). This is an important context-related control
because an employee’s past justice perceptions may
influence how he or she will perceive and anticipate
the fairness of the upcoming changes (Rodell &
Colquitt, 2009; Shapiro & Kirkman, 1999). We also
added a more general control with change experi-
ences since this could also influence an individual’s
interpretations of a new change, irrespective of the
specific change in question. Experience with change
was assessed at time 1 with the item: “How would
you describe your previous experience(s) with or-
ganizational changes?” Respondents used a five-
point scale from “very negative” to “very positive.”
RESULTS
The results are presented in two sections. First,
we report our results pertaining to the moderating
effect of phase-shifting perceptions (Hypothesis 1
and Hypothesis 2); then, we report results pertain-
ing to its antecedents (Hypotheses 3 through 6).
Consequences of Phase-shifting Perceptions
Preliminary analyses. Correlations, means, stan-
dard deviations, and reliabilities are shown in
Table 1. To assess the psychometric properties of the
measures, we conducted a series of confirmatory
factor analyses (CFAs) on the justice items (see
Table 2). For the anticipatory justice items, we con-
ducted a CFA to assess the fit of the theorized six-
factor model (time 1 overall justice, time 2 overall
justice, and time 2 anticipatory distributive, pro-
cedural, informational, and interactional justice).
The results indicated that the six-factor model pro-
vided a good fit to the data: theCFIwas .96 and IFI .96
(Bentler, 1990), and a RMSEA value of .06 was ac-
ceptable (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). We compared
this model with three alternative models: a three-
factor model (all of the anticipatory justice items in
one factor and the overall justice items in a second
and third factor), and a two-factor model (justice
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items at time 1 in the first factor and all the justice
items at time 2 in one global justice factor). We also
compared the fit to a five-factor model, combining
anticipatory informational justice and anticipatory
interactional justice. None of the alternative models
provided an adequate fit to the data. Hence, the six-
factor model was a significantly better fit than the
three alternatives (see Table 2.)
Hypothesis testing.To testHypotheses 1 and 2,we
used themulti-group procedure proposed by Rigdon,
Schumaker, andWothke (1998). We chose the multi-
group approach over other alternatives for two rea-
sons. First, the choice is related to the dichotomous
nature of the moderating variable. Second, the multi-
group procedure allowed us to test the moderation
hypothesis across all our dependent variables
simultaneously. Given the size of our sample, we
ran the multi-group analysis using a partially latent
model, in which scale scores were used as single
indicators of the latent variable with factor loadings
set to ([1 2 scale reliability]*scale variance) (Kline,
2005; Rodell & Colquitt, 2009). Kline (2005) sug-
gested that statistical precision will be adequate
when the ratio of sample size to observed variables
exceeds 5 to 1, and a partially latent approach
allowed our ratio to be 11.5 to 1. As is fairly com-
mon practice in structural equation modeling
(e.g., Judge & Colquitt, 2004; Rodell & Colquitt,
2009), the disturbance terms for some endogenous
justice variables are allowed to covary to capture
all unmeasured common causes. The model pro-
vided a good fit to the data, x2/df 5 107.43/54 5
1.98, CFI 5 .93; IFI 5 .93; RMSEA 5 .08. To assess
the statistical significance of differences in re-
gression weights between groups, we estimated
critical ratios for differences simultaneously for all
paths in the model. Results of the comparative
path-analyses between groups, shown in Table 3
and displayed in Figure 2, revealed that, consistent
with our hypotheses, phase-shifting perceptions
TABLE 1
Consequences of Phase-shifting Perceptions: Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Phase-Shifting Perceptions (T2) 0.58 0.49 NA
2. Overall Justice (T1) 4.31 1.25 –0.06 (0.81)
3. Overall Justice (T2) 4.85 1.38 –0.17 0.51** (0.94)
4. Anticipatory Distributive Justice (T2) 2.81 0.99 –0.03 0.21** 0.52** (0.94)
5. Anticipatory Procedural Justice (T2) 3.05 0.77 –0.22* 0.43** 0.51** 0.52** (0.85)
6. Anticipatory Informational Justice (T2) 4.27 0.81 –0.12 0.33** 0.43** 0.11 0.46** (0.92)
7. Anticipatory Interpersonal Justice (T2) 3.58 0.86 –0.18 0.29** 0.44** 0.32** 0.56** 0.64** (0.89)
Notes: n 5 115. All statistical tests are two-tailed. Reliabilities (coefficient a) shown in parentheses when applicable.
*p# .05
**p# .01
TABLE 2
Measurement and Structural Model Results
Model x2 df CFI IFI RMSEA
Measurement Models
Six-factor model 379.33 275 0.96 0.96 0.058
Five-factor model (anticipatory informational and
interpersonal justice combined)
598.68 280 0.88 0.88 0.10
Three-factor model (all anticipatory justice facets
combined)
1139.74 287 0.66 0.67 0.161
Two-factor model (all time 2 justice items
combined)
1491.33 289 0.52 0.53 0.191
Structural Models
Baseline model 504.15 288 0.92 0.92 0.081
Partial latent model (moderation analysis
Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2)
107.43 54 0.93 0.93 0.084
Notes: CFI 5 comparative fit index; IFI 5 incremental fit index; RMSEA5 root mean square error of approximation.
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moderated the relationship between initial and
later overall justice judgments, as well as the re-
lationship between initial justice judgments and
all anticipatory justice facets except for anticipa-
tory distributive justice.
Antecedents of phase-shifting perceptions.
Our second set of analyses examined Hypotheses
3–6 and focused on antecedents of phase shifting.
Correlations, means, standard deviations, and reliabil-
ities for the antecedents of phase-shifting perceptions
are shown in Table 4.
To examine the hypotheses regarding antecedents
of phase-shifting perceptions, we conducted a bi-
nary logistic regression. The technique is useful
when modeling the event probability for a categori-
cal response variable with two outcomes—in this
TABLE 3
Consequences of Phase Shifting: Comparative Path Analysis
No Perceived Phase Shifting Perceived Phase Shifting
Paths Std. Estimate Std. Estimate Z scorea
OJ T1 ➜ Overall justice T2 0.86*** 0.43** 22.18**
➜ Anticipatory distributive justice T2 –0.35 (n.s.) –0.07 (n.s.) 0.45
➜ Anticipatory procedural justice T2 1.38* 0.50 (n.s.) 21.93*
➜ Anticipatory informational justice T2 1.77** 0.20 (n.s.) 22.32**
➜ Anticipatory interpersonal justice T2 1.68* 0.25 (n.s.) 22.02**
Notes: n 5 115. All statistical tests are two-tailed.
a Z-score tests for differences in b coefficients across the two conditions of phase shifting.
*p# .05
**p# .01
***p# .001
FIGURE 2
The Moderating Role of Phase-Shifting Perceptions on Justice Judgments—Results
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study, No Perceived Phase Shift versus Perceived
Phase Shift. We tested four main effects: change
magnitude, managerial exemplarity, social support
for change, and dispositional resistance to change.
The results are shown in Table 5. Consistent with
predictions, magnitude of change (p , .01), dispo-
sitional resistance to change (p , .05), and social
support (p , .01) were significant. Managerial ex-
emplarity did not meet traditional standards of
significance (p , .10). No control variable was sig-
nificantly related to phase-shifting perceptions
(except for tenure, which had a value of .01, pro-
ducing an increase in the probability of perceptions
of phase shifting). The results supported Hypothe-
ses 3–6.4
In terms of effect size, the probability of perceiving
a change as a phase-shifting event was strongly
influenced (in decreasing magnitude) positively by
magnitude of change and negatively by social sup-
port, DRTC, and managerial exemplarity. The final
model classified 60.4% of those who did not per-
ceive the change as a phase-shifting event, and
83.6% of those who did, yielding an overall classi-
fication of 74%. The model was better at predicting
entry into a judgment phase (perceived phase shift-
ing) in comparison to remaining in a use phase (no
perceived phase shifting).
DISCUSSION
FHT has beenwidely used in the justice literature.
Yet, to date, no research has explicitly examined
individuals’perceptions of anevent asphase shifting
and the consequences and antecedents of these per-
ceptions. We provide an empirical test of this core
tenet of FHT. The results demonstrate that phase-
shifting perceptions moderate the relationship be-
tween initial overall justice and both subsequent
overall justice judgments and anticipatory justice
facets. Additionally, our results demonstrate that
both individual and situational factors are associated
with phase shifting. Combined, these findings con-
tribute to a greater understanding of how and when
individuals modify their justice judgments.
Although mergers are often used as an example of
a phase-shifting event (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002),
our results demonstrate that while some employees
may perceive this organizational change as a phase-
shifting event, others may not. Additionally, con-
sistent with dual-process theories (Evans, 2006;
Strack & Deutsch, 2004) and as predicted by FHT
(Lind, 2001), the results demonstrate that when em-
ployees perceive organizational change as a phase-
shifting event, initial overall justice judgments have
less influence on subsequent overall justice judg-
ments. In contrast, for employees remaining in the
use phase (who do not perceive the change as phase
shifting), this is not the case.
Our results also demonstrate that the moderating
role of phase shifting extends to the relationship
TABLE 4
Antecedents of Phase-Shifting Perceptions: Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Phase shifting (T2) 0.58 0.49 NA
2. Tenure (T1) 1.54 0.50 0.10 NA
3. Entity (T1) 11.55 8.86 0.13 –0.02 NA
4. Previous experience with
change (T1)
2.62 0.84 –0.03 –0.04 0.15 NA
5. Past organizational fairness
(T1)
3.08 0.94 0.13 0.09 –0.07 0.17 NA
6. Change favorableness (T2) 3.23 0.92 –0.06 –0.07 –0.15 –0.20* –0.06 NA
7. Change magnitude (T2) 2.45 0.88 0.30** –0.05 –0.14 –0.14 0.01 0.19* NA
8. Managerial exemplarity (T2) 3.95 0.97 –0.14 –0.01 –0.01 –0.10 –0.18 0.30** 0.23* NA
9. Dispositional resistance to
change (T1)
3.12 0.97 –0.25** –0.10 –0.04 –0.12 –0.11 0.40** 0.05 0.25** (0.82)
10. Social support for change
(T2)
2.76 0.60 –0.20* –0.11 0.22* 0.27** –0.07 –0.14 –0.14 0.11 –0.06
Notes: n 5 115. All statistical tests are two-tailed. Reliabilities (coefficient a) shown in parentheses when applicable.
*p# .05
**p# .01
4 We also conducted these analyses without controls.
The pattern of results remained the same.
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between overall justice and anticipatory justice
judgments. Although consistent with our predic-
tions, here the pattern differs slightly from that found
with overall justice judgments. Whereas phase
shifting weakens the relationship between overall
justice at time 1 and overall justice at time 2, phase
shifting eliminates this relationship for the antici-
patory justice facets. No Phase Shifting employees
appear to rely on their initial general justice judg-
ments as a basis for their future expectations of the
fairness of the specific change experience. When
employees perceived the merger as phase shifting, it
appears this general judgment is no longer useful.
Rather, employees rely on specific, change-related
justice information to form their expectations about
the future fairness of the change.
The second focus of our study—antecedents of
phase-shifting perceptions—explored determinants
that lead employees to reenter a judgment phase.
Consistent with dual-process theory, the results
demonstrate that factors that reduce the amount
of attention employees dedicate to a change (e.g.,
smaller change magnitude, positive top manager
exemplarity, and social support for change) are not
associatedwith a perceived phase-shift. The impact
of social influence is particularly notable. If an
employee’s colleagues support a change, he or she is
not prompted to reassess ongoing justice judg-
ments. However, colleagues who have a negative
attitude toward change appear to motivate em-
ployees to reconsider ongoing judgments by offering
cues suggesting that reassessment is necessary. A
similar pattern occurred for managerial exemplarity
(although this effectwasmarginally significant). If top
managers adopt the behaviors required by the change
(and expected from the rest of the organizational
members), employees will dedicate less attention to
questioning the change. These results support the
importance of employees’ proximal environment as
a source of information (Bandura, 1986; Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978) andhighlight the impact of the behavior
of both peers (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008) and man-
agers (Kernan & Hanges, 2002; Labianca et al., 2000)
during times of change.
Our results also demonstrate that individuals’
dispositions are related to phase-shifting percep-
tions. Employees’ cognitive resistance to change also
plays a role in reducing perceptions that a change is
a phase-shifting event. The higher an employee’s
dispositional cognitive resistance to change, the less
he or she reconsiders ongoingheuristics and reenters
a judgment phase. Paradoxically, although cognitive
resistance to change is commonly portrayed as
a negative characteristic (Oreg, 2003), itmight exert a
positive influence in some cases. Whether this in-
fluence is deemed positive depends on the nature of
existing overall fairness and ongoing heuristics.
When existing overall fairness perceptions are pos-
itive, our results suggest that a change agent should
strive to present the change process as “business as
usual,” as a continuation of existing (fair) pro-
cedures; thus, he or she benefits from high cognitive
resistance. However, if past overall justice percep-
tions are negative, it is in the change agent’s best
interest to create a context in which employees
reassess justice judgments. In this context, the higher
TABLE 5
Logistic Regression Model: Antecedents of Phase-Shifting Perceptions
Model predictorsa b SE Wald’s x2 df p Odds ratiob
Constant 0.43 0.23 3.64 1 0.06 1.54
Controls
Tenure (T1) 0.62 0.25 6.09 1 0.01 1.86
Entity (T1) 0.25 0.25 1.15 1 0.28 1.28
Previous experience with change (T1) –0.07 0.25 0.09 1 0.76 0.93
Past organizational fairness (T1) 0.26 0.24 1.13 1 0.29 1.29
Change favorableness (T2) 0.03 0.26 0.17 1 0.90 1.03
Antecedents
Change magnitude (T2) 1.03 0.29 13.06 1 0.01 2.82
Managerial exemplarity (T2) –0.41 0.25 2.6 1 0.10 0.66
Dispositional resistance to change (T1) –0.47 0.25 3.7 1 0.05 0.62
Social support for change (T2) –0.71 0.27 6.72 1 0.01 0.49
Overall model evaluation Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 x2 df p -2LL
Likelihood ratio tests ratio 0.27 0.36 35.82 9 0.00 120.4
a Variables were standardized.
b Odds ratio greater than 1 represents increases in the odds of perceiving a change as a phase-shifting event.
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an employee’s cognitive resistance, the more it takes
to initiate cognitive reevaluation of fairness heuris-
tics. By showing that individuals’ appraisal of
a change as a phase-shifting event is a function of
both context and individuals’ characteristics, our
results are in line with the trait–situation inter-
actionist approach recently promoted and demon-
strated in justice research (Bobocel, 2013) and
highlights the need to consider both when examin-
ing fairness in organizations.
Our research provides a number of contributions.
Theoretically, we expand FHT by demonstrating the
importance of considering phase shifting as a per-
ceptual variable. Additionally, drawing on dual-
process theories, we identify three categories of
variables (the event, the situation, and the individ-
ual) that should be associated with phase shifting.
Further, integrating FHT and dual-process theories
opens up new avenues for justice research—and
may lead us to question some of our assumptions
about fairness. For example, according to FHT,
fairness judgments are typically stable (Lind, 2001).
Cropanzano and Rupp (2003: 89) stated, “once the
initial fairness evaluation ismade, it is very difficult
to alter this evaluation in that one is typically ‘stuck’
at the level of the initial fairness judgment.” Thus,
FHT suggests that phase shifting should be a rare
occurrence. However, adopting a dual-process
perspective, and defining phase shifting as an in-
dividual perception that triggers a shift from type 1
(intuitive) to type 2 (analytic) cognitive processes
leading to the reevaluation of justice judgments,
may lead to a different conclusion. Indeed, accord-
ing to dual-process theory (Evans, 2006; Strack &
Deutsch, 2004), type 2 processes are relatively fre-
quent; reconfiguration of fairness judgments may
actually bemore frequent than previously assumed.
Paying attention to the presence or absence of
phase shifting may also help to improve the quality
of predictions concerning the relationship between
overall justice and outcomes. For instance, Rodell
and Colquitt (2009) addressed the extent to which
anticipatory justice facets and supervisory overall
fairness combine to predict smoking ban reactions.
They found that experienced procedural justice is
not predicted by overall supervisory fairness. This
lack of relationship may be because a majority of
individuals experienced the change (smoking ban)
as a phase-shifting event and therefore no longer re-
lied on their preexisting overall justice perceptions
to determine their attitudes toward the change.
Similarly, Bobocel’s (2013) findings on the role of
overall justice as an antecedent of constructive
versus destructive copingwith unfair treatment may
be interpreted though the lens of perceived phase
shifting. Bobocel reported that overall justice com-
bined with self-concern and other-orientation ex-
plain an additional 8% of variance in forgiveness,
above and beyond control variables, while no effect
was found for overall justice on revenge. One po-
tential explanation for the differential impact of
overall fairness may be that individuals who per-
ceive events as phase-shifting have a stronger urge to
take revenge, whereas individuals who choose to
forgive do not see events as phase shifting. Recog-
nizing the importance of individuals’ perceptions of
an event as phase shifting (or not) may enhance our
understanding of the effect of overall fairness.
Our research also contributes to research on
M&As. A recent review of the literature on organi-
zational change by Oreg, Vakola, and Armenakis
(2011) concluded that the role of proximal environ-
ment in determining individuals’ response to change
has mainly been operationalized through measures
of managerial support and trust. Our results show
that both managerial exemplarity and coworker
support are two additional aspects of the proximal
environment that, through their impact on percep-
tions of phase shifting, influence employees’ justice
judgments and anticipations.
Practical Implications
In terms of managerial implications, this study
demonstrates the importance of context in em-
ployees’ reactions to organizational change, espe-
cially the influence of coworkers’ attitude toward the
change (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008), as well as
managers’ change behaviors (Labianca et al., 2001).
Additionally, the results suggest that in order to
create support for change, it might not always be in
the best interest of change agents to trigger justice
reassessment, as is often recommended (Tost & Lind,
2010). Conversely, it might not always be in the in-
terest of change agents to present the change as
a historical continuity either (Chreim, 2005). Our
study suggests that managers should organize their
communication strategy in order to present the
merger as distinct from the past under two condi-
tions: first, prechange overall justice judgments are
negative, and second, the organization is able to en-
sure sufficient fairness during the change process.
On the contrary, when there is a favorable historic
justice climate and potentially unfair change conse-
quences, it might be in the change agent’s best
interest to present the change as an historical
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continuity. These recommendations are consistent
with the change management literature, which has
highlighted aneed to consider organizational history
(Pettigrew, Woodman, & Cameron, 2001) and the
importance of preliminary analyses of a change
context (Balogun & Hope-Hailey, 2008). Organiza-
tional changes and justice dynamics are context-
dependent and should be studied and managed
accordingly (Jones & Martens, 2009).
Future Research
Our results also suggest future avenues for re-
search. For example, it could be of particular interest
to change researchers who have incorporated justice
into their study of individuals’ reactions to change
(see, e.g., Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, & Walker,
2007; Caldwell, Herold, & Fedor, 2004; Wanberg &
Banas, 2000) to consider how other situational and
individual characteristics might affect phase shift-
ing. This could allow researchers to offer recom-
mendations thatwould better capture the interaction
between context and individuals’ characteristics.
For example, consider research on fairness, change,
and cynicism: Bernerth et al. (2007) found that cyn-
icism as an individual characteristic interacts with
fairness perceptions to predict commitment to
change. Research by Reichers, Wanous, and Austin
(1997) established that cynical feelings about
changes form following failed past change efforts.
Cynicism, past organizational fairness, and phase
shifting might interact in complex ways. Cynical
individuals who have negative perceptions of past
organizational fairness are less likely to revisit their
(most likely negative) overall justice judgments be-
cause they probably suspect the change process to be
fraughtwith self-servingmotives and politics. By the
same token, those same individuals, when they have
positive overall justice perceptions, are more likely,
in times of change, to enter into a new judgment
phase because of their disposition to suspect unfair
change practices.
Finally, to further understand the nature and
consequences of phase shifting on justice reasoning,
future research could benefit from a deeper consid-
eration of cognitive processes (Evans, 2008; Jones &
Skarlicki, 2013). For instance, Evans and Stanovich
(2013) posited that type 1 cognitive processes, such
as justice heuristic judgments (or use phase, in FHT
terms), are rapid autonomous processes, assumed
to yield default responses unless impacted by dis-
tinctive higher-order reasoning processes, such as
those triggered by perceiving a phase-shifting event.
Distinctive features of type 2 processing include
support for hypothetical thinking and heavy load on
working memory. Integrating such work into the
exploration of justice dynamics could yield in-
teresting insights for justice scholars. For example,
while certain factors increase the likelihood of
heuristic justice judgments to be recomputed
through type 2 cognitive processes, other situa-
tional characteristics may reduce the probability of
this actually occurring. For instance, dual-process
research has established that under conditions of
stress, individuals tend to rely more on type 1 cog-
nitive processing (Porcelli & Delgado, 2009). Pfister
and Bo¨hm (2008) proposed that specific emotions
impact cognitive processes. Specifically, they ar-
gued that fear triggers rapid choices, which evokes
a predominance of type 1 cognitive process. There-
fore, employees who experience heightened levels
of stress and fear are more likely to rely on type 1
cognitive process. This finding hints at the presence
of three-way interaction among justice judgments,
phase-shifting perceptions, and specific emotional
state, notably those characterized by stress and fear.
Limitations
Of course, there are limitations to this research.
This study is based on data collected through self-
report questionnaires from a single source, and thus
might suffer from common-method and same-source
biases. Although we used a time-lagged panel de-
sign, which limits these risks, it does not eliminate
them. The timing of the data collection is also a lim-
itation. Certain organizational constraints limited
aspects of the data collection process. We collected
the first wave of data shortly after the announcement
of the merger. It is possible that during the few days
after the announcement and prior to the data col-
lection, individuals began to question whether their
relationshipwith the companymight change, and for
some thismayhave begun the phase-shifting process
before the time 1 data collection. Similarly, the or-
ganization limited our data collection to two time
periods. Thus, at time 2 we assessed both anteced-
ents of phase shifting and phase shifting itself.
Ideally, we would have been able to separate the
collection of these variables.
Additionally, the specificity of a change context
and its strategic orientation (i.e., an international
merger) limits the generalizability of the results.
However, M&As represent an important class of
strategic movements and were therefore deemed
important to study. Our model also considers only
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relatively simple relationships among our variables.
Interaction effects among individual traits and situ-
ational variables are promising avenues of inquiry to
better understand and influence individuals’ justice
perceptions and reactions to change.
Several measurement-related issues also exist.
Given space limitations in the survey, we relied on
a number of single-item measures. Although single-
item measures are generally not preferred, single
items can be reliable and valid, particularly if the
concept to be measured is tight and unequivocal
(Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997). We believe that
this is the case for the predictors of phase-shifting
perceptions. Additionally, the lack of established
measures led us to develop a two-itemmeasure based
on Lind’s work (2001). Although we believe the di-
chotomous assessment of phase shifting best fits the
construct (and the supplemental experiment de-
scribed in note 3 supports this conceptualization), we
began with a continuous measure and converted this
to a dichotomized assessment. This raises questions
about our choices regarding how to categorize in-
dividuals into the Perceived Phase Shifting/No Per-
ceived Phase Shifting categories. Specifically, we
categorized individuals who reported phase shifting
on either of the two items into the Perceived Phase
Shifting category. Additionally, we categorized in-
dividuals who responded “neither agree or disagree”
into the No Perceived Phase Shifting category. We
believe this is appropriate, and our analysis of the
distribution of responses (DeCoster, Iselin, &Gallucci,
2009) supports this decision. However, one might
argue that these individuals should be excluded to
provide “purer” assessment of the Perceived Phase
Shifting or No Perceived Phase Shifting categories.5
Unfortunately,our sample isnot largeenoughtoallow
us toanalyze thedata in thisway.Thus, this limitation
should be considered when evaluating the results.
CONCLUSION
Despite the broad range of research that has uti-
lized FHT (Lind, 2001), little empirical research has
directly examined the influence of phase shifting on
the relationship to justice judgments over time. By
conceptualizing FHT as a form of dual-process the-
ory and phase shifting as a perceptual phenomenon
that can be predicted by individual and situational
variables, this study provides a foundation for future
research on FHT, phase shifting, and justice judg-
ments over time.
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APPENDIX A
MEASURES
Phase-shifting perceptions
1. This change makes me reconsider my relation-
ship with the organization.
2. The fairness of activities related to the change is
very different from what I have come to expect
from this company.
Answer format: 15 strongly disagree; 45neither agreenor
disagree; 75 strongly agree
Overall justice
Regarding the company and the management, please
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements.
1. Ingeneral, I cancountonthisorganization tobe fair.
2. Ingeneral, thetreatmentI receivearoundhereis fair.
3. Overall, I am treated fairly by my organization.
Answer format: 15 strongly disagree; 45neither agreenor
disagree; 7 5 strongly agree
Anticipatory justice facets
The following questions refer to the outcomes (e.g., pay,
bonuses, promotions, opportunities for training, etc.) you
anticipate receiving personally as consequences of this
change. To what extent:
1.Will your change outcomes reflect the effort you
will put into your work (additional workload,
adaptation tonewsystemsornewschedules,etc.)?
2. Will your change outcomes be appropriate for
the work you will complete?
3.Will your change outcomes reflectwhat youwill
contribute to the organization?
4. Will your change outcomes be justified, given
your performance?
Answer format: 1 5 to a small extent; 3 5 to a moderate
extent; 5 5 to a great extent
The following questions refer to the procedures you anti-
cipatewill be used to implement this change. Towhat extent:
1.Willyoubeable toexpressyourviewsandfeelings?
2. Will you have influence over the outcomes?
3. Will the decision-making processes be applied
consistently?
4. Will the decision-making processes be free of
bias?
5. Will the decisions be based on accurate
information?
6. Will yoube able to appeal the changeoutcomes?
7. Will the decision-making processes uphold
ethical and moral standards?
Answer format: 1 5 to a small extent; 3 5 to a moderate
extent; 5 5 to a great extent
The following questions refer to how you anticipate your
supervisorwill treat you during this change. Towhat extent:
1. Will your supervisor treat you with dignity?
2. Will your supervisor treat you with respect?
3. Will your supervisor refrain from improper re-
marks or comments?
4.Will thedecision-makingprocessesbe freeofbias?
5. Will your supervisor be candid in his or her
communication with you?
6. Will your supervisor explain his or her de-
cisions thoroughly?
7. Will your supervisor communicate the change
details in a timely manner?
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8. Will explanationsof thedecisionsbe reasonable?
9. Will your supervisor tailor his or her commu-
nication to your specific needs?
Answer format: 1 5 to a small extent; 3 5 to a moderate
extent; 5 5 to a great extent
Magnitude of change
1. Compared to how youwere working before, this
change is. . .
Answer format: 15not really a change; 25 aminor change;
3 5 an important change; 4 5 a fundamental change
Managerial exemplarity
1. So far, my supervisor has behaved in accor-
dancewithwhat is expected from the rest of the
employees, notably in terms of cooperation
behaviors.
Answer format: 15 strongly disagree; 45neither agree nor
disagree; 75 strongly agree
Social support
1. Do your colleagues support the change?
Answer format: 1 5 yes, clearly; 2 5 overall yes; 3 5 yes,
somewhat; 4 5 not really; 5 5 definitely not
Dispositional resistance to change
Please indicate the extent towhich you agree or disagree
with the following statements.
1. I generally consider changes tobeanegative thing.
2. I’d take a routine day over a day full of un-
expected events any time.
3. I like to do the same old things rather than try
new and different ones.
4. Whenever my life forms a stable routine, I look
for ways to change it.
5. I’d rather be bored than surprised.
6. If I were to be informed of a change that would
significantly transform my life, I would likely
feel stressed out.
7.When I am informed of a change of plans, I tense
up a bit.
8.When things don’t go according to plan, it stresses
me out.
9. I would probably feel uncomfortable if my em-
ployer was to change employees’ evaluation
criteria even if I thought I’d do just as well
without doing any extra work.
10. Changing plans seems like a real hassle to me.
11. Often, I feel a bit uncomfortable even about
changes that may potentially improve my life.
12. When someone pressures me to change some-
thing, I tend to resist it even if I think the change
may ultimately benefit me.
13. I sometimes find myself avoiding changes that I
know will be good for me.
14. I often change my mind.
15. I don’t change my mind easily.
16. Once I’ve come to a conclusion, I’mnot likely to
change my mind.
17. My views are very consistent over time.
Answer format: 1 5 strongly disagree; 6 5 strongly agree
Tenure
1.Howlonghaveyoubeenworkingfor[thecompany]?
Answer format: in years
Entity
1. In which entity do you work?
Answer format: 1 5 company A; 25 company B
Change favorableness
1. On a personal level, is this change a good thing
for you?
Answer format: 1 5 yes, clearly; 2 5 overall yes; 3 5 yes,
somewhat; 4 5 not really; 5 5 definitely not
Past organizational fairness
1. In the past, has this organization managed or-
ganizational changes in a fair manner?
Answer format: 1 5 yes, clearly; 2 5 overall yes; 3 5 yes,
somewhat; 4 5 not really; 5 5 definitely not
Experience with change
1. Throughout your career, your personal experi-
ence with organizational change has been:
Answer format: 15 very negative; 25 negative; 35 neutral;
45 positive; 55 very positive
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